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ABSTRACT 

A questionnaire entitled "An Inquiry into Classroom 
Practices in the Teaching of Writing" was sent to 222 authorities 
comprising two groups: those who have published a work in the form of 
a book or monograph under the auspices of the National Council of 
Teachers of English since 1963 , and those who have held 
administrative positions in the various projects comprising the 
National Writing Project. Respondents were asked to determine how 
often they believed specific practices should be used at the primary, 
middle, secondary and postsecondary grade levels. The 101 responses 
received indicated that authorities favor a predominantly process 
approach to teaching writing. Among the responses were the following: 
(1) writing exercises, such as free writing and brief writing 
exercises of about 5 or 10 minutes, should be provided slightly more 
than half the time at all grade levels; (2) students at all grade 
levels should be given the opportunity to select their own topics for 
slightly more than half their compositions; (3) the context for 
students' writing should involve a variety of audiences and modes; 
(4) writing needs to be connected to units of study in the content 
areas and the language arts; and (5) holistic scoring should be used 
at the primary level about half the time, primary trait analysis 
should be used for another quarter of the time, and the remaining 
percentage of assignments should be divided equally between analytic 
scoring and discourse analysis. These percentages change at the upper 
levels, with holistic scoring being used only one-third of <the time. 
(Appended is the questionnaire with responses. ) (HOD) 
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What the Authorities Tell Us About Teaching Writina: Results o 
A Survey of Authorities on Teaching Composition 



By 

Carolyn Boiarsky, Ph.D. 



A large discrepancy appears to exist between methods, atti- 
tudes, and behaviors recommended by authorities in the field for 
instruction in written discourse and teachers* actual practice in 
the classroom. While recent literature has recommended that writi 
instruction should be based on a process approach and should con- 
sider a developmental model for learning to write, many teachers, 
according to such surveys as those by Applebee (1981), Hoetker 
and Brossell(1979, 1980) and Petty and Finn (1981) , continue to 
use the traditional product-oriented, rule-bound approach which 
was in vofgue prior to the turn of the century. The retention of 
such an approach is rather analogous to a gynecologist today 
recommending that a woman in her mid-thirties, who is "having 
difficulty conceiving, take a vacation with her husband rather 
than undergo a laparoscopy; the first solution being based on 
myth, the latter on scientific knowledge. 

Cooper (1981) in the Foreward to Applebee's report on the 
teaching of writing in the nation's secondary schools, describes 
American high school writing programs as follows: 
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Students (are rarely asked) to produce original texts of 
more than two or three sentences ... .On the rare occa- 
sions that (they are asked) to compose extended writ- 
ten discourse ..(they would be requested) to finish it 

on the spot Students would nearly always write 

transactionaldiscourse Students would nearly always 

write to the teacher as examiner. 

When (teachers) ask for extended written discourse, (they) 
limit directions to a brief topic statement usually stated 
quite generally. . .'^Teachers) limit ... their responses to 
matters of usage, spelling and sentence structure ... .On 
the few occasions , when(they ask)students tc revise 
their writing, (they will)be satisfied with small cor- 
rections and additions. (pp.xi-xii) 

Why does a discrepancy exist between the methods which 
English educators expound and the methods which are actually prac- 
ticed by the majority of the nation's teachers? 

Several conclusions appear possible. First the frequency with 
which teachers use various methods is sufficient for engaging 
students in writing effectively. However, the brouhaha by the 
Carnegie Foundation, the decline in SAT scores and the complaints 
by business and industrial leaders over students' writing pro- 
ficiency appears to indicate otherwise. Secondly, there is a 
discrepancy between educators* perceptions of the frequency with 
which teachers should use certain methods related to the process 
approach and teachers' perceptions of the frequency with which they 
should use these methods. Finally, teachers fall into Nelson's 
schizophrenic category. Nelsc i(198 I \ who conducted an ethno- 
graphic study of the teaching practices of 23 teachers of writing, 
found that many teachers held a dual viewXof^ teaching composition. 
While many had incorporated sooe process -oriented behaviors 
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into their teaching repertoire, they had not been willing to re- 
place old methods. Rather, they had only been willing to increase 
slightly or to add some methods to their repertoire. 

All three of these reasons indicate a failure on the part of 
teachers to recognize how often to use the various process-oriented 
methods so that they can develop effective strategies for writ- 
ing instruction. For example, teachers do not know whether all 
papers should be graded holistically or whether evaluation pro- 
cedures should be mixec% with some being graded using primary trait 
analysis and others discourse analysis. They don't know what 
percentage of assignments students should be allowed to write * 
for each other as audience and what percentage to write for the 
teacher as evaluator. Myers (1983) talks of integrating the three 
models.- processing, distancing and modeling - which he discusses 
in his book, Theory and Practice in the Teaching cf imposition , 
but just how thas integration is to occur he doesn't say. 

In an effort to provide teachers with some sort of basis 
for determining when and how often to use certain methods, we 
decided to go back to the experts to try to pin them down. We wanted 
to know what exactly did they mean when they said students should 
be able to select their own topics. Did they mean all of the time 
or only once or twice? Would elementary students be given this 
opportunity as often as postsecondary students or did they need 
more guidance? 

ERIC v 4 
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A questionnaire based on a review of the literature was developed 
lidated by a panel of experts. The instrument, "An Inquiry 
in. classroom Practices in the Teaching of Writing," was then 
sent to 222 authorities, comprising two groups. The first group 
was defined asfchose who had published a work in the form of a book 
or ponograph, either as an author or coauthor, editor or coeditor, 
under the auspices of the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) 
since 1963. The second group was defined as those who held administra- 
tive positions in the various projects comprising the National. Writ- 
ing Pro ject (NWP) • The inclusion of persons representing these corn- 
s' 

bined categories appeal^ to provide a means of surveying persons yjho 
possessed both theoretical knowledge and field experience in the 
teaching of writing at several grade levels. Respondents were asked 
to determine how often they believed specific practices should be used 
at each of four grade levels - primary, middle, secondary and post- 
secondary. Twenty-one of the items used a 7-point scale which in- 
cluded the following ratings: always, all but ohce or twice, slightly 
more than half the time, half the time, slightly less than half the 
time, only once or twice, never. On five items respondents were asked 
to designate a percentage of time for a method. 

One hundraJ-one persons responded-, with 31 being NCTE authors apd 

70 NWP admixistaators. The data were analyzed descriptively and inferential- 
ly. TWo types of experimental design were used to analyze the data 
inferentially . A subjects-by-treatment analysis of variance was used • 
to study the differences between each of the four grade levels while 



Pac,e 5 

a split-plot analysis of variance design was used to study differences 
between the two types of authorities. No significance was found <*■ 
for the latter. 

Tentative norms for teaching writing emerge for 19 practices. 
For the purposes of this study , 68% (the percent of responses which fall 
within one standard deviation from the mean) of the respondents must 
agree within a one-point spread on the rating scale for an item in 
order for a tentative norm/ for that item to be established. For example , 
at least 68%' of the respondents need to circle a rating of either a four 
or a five in order for a mean of 4.7 to be considered a tentative norrri 
for that item. Table 1 provides a list of those tentative norms which 
have been derived from the item responses which meet the criteria 

for a norm. A complete listing of items their respective means 'for 
each grade level and an interpretation of the results can be found in Tables 
3 and Grade level appears to be a key factor in determining the frequency 

with which many of the practices should be used. A gradual change 

in frequency with an increase in grade level is recommended for 

many of the practices, with significant differences often noted 

between the elementary and the secondary and postsecondary levels 

and between the middle and postsecondary levels. (See Table 2 ) 

The response:.* indicate that authorities favor a predominantly 

process approach to teaching writing which is congruent with children's 

development as indicated by different ratings at the various grade 

levels. Throughout the school year, teachers should spend most of their 

time in teaching writing by engaging students in the three stages of the 

q composing process. Students at all levels should almost always be 
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engaged in rehearsal . experiences . Furthermore, when drafting^ 
students at all grade levels should be permitted to explore >what they, 
have to say and to erase, cross out, insert, and cut and paste as they 
do so. Formal outlines should not be required more than .once or twice 
at the upper levels and never at the lower levels. Students should be 
encouraged to revise their work in additional drafts with such 
revisions, when necessary, extending beyond mere proofreading to 
include such major changes as voice, tone organization, etc. At the 
lower levels students should be encouraged to engage in such revisions 
more than half the time while at the upper levels students should be 
encouraged to engage in such revision almost always. To support this 
process teacher and/or peer conferences should be conducted between 
and during drafts at all grade levels. Peer groups should be used to 
provide students with feedback on the compositions slightly more 
than half the time with the other half of the time being devoted to 
teacher-student conferences. 

In an effort to help students develop fluency, beginning 
writers at the primary level should be permitted to dictate their 
discourse to someone about half the time. Writing activities, such 
as free writing and brief writing exercises of about five or ten min- 
utes, should be provided slightly mace than half the time, regardless 
of grade levels. In addition, at all levels one of the specific 
activities for developing fluency - keeping a journal for at least 
a six- to eight-week period - should almost always be required. 



Students 1 fluency as well as their ability to write an effective 
composition depends heavily on their motivation which 1s often 
effected by their Interest 1n the topic and their knowledge of /the 
topic. For slightly more than half their compositions, students at 
all grade levels should be given- the opportunity to select their own 
topics. However, many authorities recommend that the teacher retain 
some control over the selection. One method for doing so is| by 
determining the umbrella topic and then permitting the students to 
determine their own sub topic under it. At the primary and mi ddle 
levels students should also almost always be able to write from their 
own experiences, with that opportunity decreasing to slightly more 
than half the time by the secondary level and to only about half the 
time at the postsecondary level. Furthermore, students should be able 
to write out their ideas without regard to length or a specific 
syntactic structure, such as a sentence or a paragraph. They should 
have this freedom almost always at the primary level but only slightly 
more than half at the other levels. At the primary level students 
should also spend almost half their time developing a composition as 
part of a group activity. However, by the secondary and postsecondary 
levels group writing should occur only about once or twice. 

Finally, because the end goal of all writing for communication is 
for the writing to be read by an audience, students should be able to 
read their compositions aloud to thei?*Tlass or to a small group of 
peers and have their work published or displayed. This should occur 
slightly more than half the time at the lower levels and about half 
the time at the upper levels. 
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In addition, teachers of all grade levels should share their own 
writing with their students for a little more than half the 
assignments. 

The context for students 1 writing should involve a variety of 
audiences and modes. At the primary level students should spend about 
half their time writing in the expressive mode and another third of 
their time writing in the poetic mode. They should spend only about 
10% of their time writing in each of the two transactional modes. As 
grade level increases, students should, spend less time writing in the 
expressive and poetic mod^s and more time writing In the two 
transactional modes. In the middle^r^es—fchey^h^^ 
only one-third of their time writing in the expressive mode and only a 
quarter of their time writing in the poetic mode, but they should be 
spending about '20* of their time writing in each of the transactional 
modes. In the secondary level the amount of time spent writing in the 
expressive mode should have declined to 25% and the amount of time in 
the poetic mode should have decined to 20*, while the amount of time 
spent in the two transactional modes should have increased to about 
25% for each. Finally, at the postsecondary level thrt amount of time 
spent in the expressive mode should have dropped to less than 20% and 
in the poetic mode to only slightly more than 10%, while the amount of 
time spent in the two transactional modes should have increased, to 
one-third of the time for each. 

The audiences students write for should also be varied. At the 
primary level, students^ should write for themselves and their peers 



about half the time, with another third of the time split betweff 
writing for a known outside audience and for the teacher in . a role 
other than evaluator. The remaining 15% of the time should be? split 
between writing for an unknown outside audience and for the teacher as 
evaluator. By the postsecondary level students should be writing .for 
themselves only about 10% of the tinje. The amount of time they spend 
writing for their peers should also have decreased, but only to about 
20%. The amount of time students spend writing for an unknown outside 
audience and for the teacher as evaluator should have increased to 
about 20% for each, while the amount of time students spend writing 
for the teacher in a role other than evaluator and for a known outside 
audience should remain fairly constant across grade levels. 

Writing also needs to be connected to units of study in the 
content areas and in the language arts. This relationship should be 
explicitly established about half the time, regardless of grade 
level. However, literary models should be used only once or twice at 
the primary level and no more than half the time at the secondary 
level. 

Special attention needs to be paid to developing a valid 

o 

relationship between the study of language, as one aspect of the 
language arts, and writing. Lessons in sentence combining, slotting, 
and embedding, designed to help develop students' syntactic maturity 
and fluency, should be provided slightly less than half the time at 
the lower grade levels and should decline to almost never at the 
postsecondary level. As the basis for instruction in punctuation, 
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spelling, vocabulary, and usage, teachers should use students 1 own 

. composition? about three-quarters of the time and exercises in 

textbooks the remaining time. 

♦ 

Assessment of student writing should be congruent with the type 

of instruction outlined by these responses. To reflect the three stages 

of the composing process, teachers should always wait to grade papers 

4 

until after students have had an opportunity to revise at least one 
draft. Various types of assessments should be conducted, depending on 
the teacher's purposes. However, an error count should almqst never* 
be used. At the primary level holistic scoring should be used about 
half the time, primary trait analysis should be used for another quarter 
of the time and the remaining percentage of assignments should be 
equally divided between analytic scoring and discourse analysis. 

The percent of papers to be scored* by three of the forms of 
assessment - holistic, analytic and discourse - changes at the sec- 
ondary &nd< postsecondary levels. On these upper levels, teachers 
should be using holistic scoring only about one-third of the time but 
should be increasing their use of analytic scoring to about 20% 
of the time and their use of discourse analysis to 15%. 

This study provides only tentative, not definitive, norms 
for the .frequency with which various methods should be used in 
the teaching of writing. The norms which these results suggest 
need to be tested in the field to determine if the proposed fre- 
quencies for the various methods studied are effective in .helping 

students develop and improve their writing proficiency. 

O Perhaps the greatest need which this study indicates is for 
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teachers, especially at the lower levels, to become researchers 
themselves, to test out and evaluate the results of their use of 
the various practices. There has often been a split between teachers 
in the field and university faculty, with teachers claiming 
university members sit in their ivory towers, spouting theories, 
unaware of the circumstances under which they are expected to 

teach, and unable to relate their theories to the actual classroom 

- V 

situation, while university members wring their hands, bemoaning 
the teachers ' failure to apply the methods which their theories, 
' their research, and their observations -indicate are effective. Over 
the past tftb decades, university educators harve increasingly movpd 
into the field to observe, to conduct research, and to work with 
student teachers in actual classroom situations. They arejio 
longer simply spouting theories out of books; they, hav^kegun 
to merge the two worlds of theory and practice and need to con- 

e 

tinue to do so. However, only a few teachers, at the encour- 
agement of the National Writing IJjfoject, have expanded their role 
to include that of the researcher and have become capable of ob- 
jectively evaluating the results of their own experiences in 
terms of student performance. An increasing number will need to 
do so, becoming authorities themselves, if surveys such, as this 
one are to truly reflect how various methods can be used effective-, 
ly in the classrooms' of varying levels. 

s 

It seems apparent that teachers need to acquire the knowledge 

and skills necessary to use the practices discussed in this study. 
Teachers should be urged to use those practices for which tenta- 

m. 12 
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tive norms have been derived" as often in^their teaching as the study 
suggests. In* addition, they should be urged to use the other prac- 
tices at least half the time. 

Perhaps the greatest concern among educators is how to train 
teachers 'to utilize these practices so that they" are suf ficient- 
ly competent to engage in them as often as this study indicates 

4 

they should. Gagne (1977) points out that teachers are. apt to fall 

back on their old attitudes if they appear to be as good as any 

new one? Thus, if teachers are to use the new practices as often 
A 

as suggested, staff development sessions are needed to"help teach- 
ers adopt new attitudes toward these practices as well as new skills 

and knowledge for implementing them. 

It is hoped that the results of this survey will provide 

tentative norms which can be used to develop a model for com- 
position instruction. In addition, while these norms are based 
on ideal conditions, teachers should attempt to achieve the 
recommended frequency rates as much as possible. For example, while 
results indicate that secondary students should have an 
opportunity to write in the expressive mode about a quarter of 
the time, teachers may not always be able to provide this op- 
portunity. However, because of their knowledge of what an ideal 
frequency should be, teachers should attempt to provide students 
with such assignments as close to 25% of the time as possible, 
rather than only once or twice or as often as half the time. 
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As teachers begin to use these tentative norms for determining 
the frequency with which to use the various methods in their 
classroom, they should be able to perceive improvements in 
student writing proficiency and an expansion of students' 
capability in writing in a variety of contexts in various modes 
and genres. The teachers, themselves, should experience an in- 
crease in their own enjoyment in teaching composition. Finally, 
if teachers have become researchers themselves, they should be- 
gin to recognize which of these norms are appropriate and which 
need to be modified "fco reflect actual effective classroom practice. 
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* Table 1 

Tentative Norms Derived from Inquiry into Classroom 
Practices for Teaching Writing 

Primary Level 

1. Teachers should always engage students in rehearsal experiences. 

2. Teachers should never require students to write a formal outline. 

3. Teachers should always encourage student s to wri te from their 
own experiences. 

4. Teachers should not assign writing which uses literary works for 
students to read, analyze, and imitate more than once or twice in each 
course. 

5. Teachers should allow students to write out ideas without regard 
for length all but once or twice a course. 

6. Teachers should always encourage students to erase, cross out, 
cut and paste all but their final drafts. 

7. Teachers should assign students to keep a journal for a six- to 
eight-week period for all but one or two courses. 

8. Teachers should publish or display students 1 work all but once 
or twice a course. / 

9. Teachers ^should not assess student writing using an error count 
or discourse aoa^sis more than 5% of the tjime for each method- of 
assessment. ^ 

10. Teachers should assign writing in the transactional mode about 
one-third of the time. 
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11. Teachers should not assume the role of evaluator more than 10% 
of the time. 

Middle Level 

1. Teachers should always engage students in rehearsal activities. 

2. Teachers should not require students to write a formal outline 
more than once or twice each course. 

3. Teachers should require students to keep a journal for a six- to 
eight-week period for all but one or two courses. 

4. Teachers should provide students with opportunities to write a 
composition as a group activity about half the time. 

5. Teachers should provide beginning writers with opportunities to 
dictate their discourse slightly less than half the time. 

6. Students should be encouraged to write from their own. 
experiences all but once or twice each course. 

7. Teachers should assign writing which uses literary works for 
students to read, analyze, and imitate slightly less than half the time. 

8. Teachers should always encourage students to erase, cross out, 
cut and paste all but their final drafts. 

9. Teachers should encourage students to write more than one draft 
of a composition in which successive drafts include, when necessary, major 
revisions for all but one or two assignments. 

10. Teachers should not assess compositions using an error count or 
discourse analysis more than 5% of the time for each method of evaluation. 
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11. Teachers should assign writing in the transactional/ expressive 
mode about 20% of the time. 

Secondary Level 

1. Teachers should engage students in rehearsal experiences all but 
once or twice each course. 

2. Teachers should not require students to write a formal outline 
more than once or twice each course. 

3. Teachers should require students to keep a journal for a six- to 
eight-week period for all but one or two courses. 

4 . Teachers shou.l di-pcov-i de— opportune t i es— f or- -students to- writ e a 
composition as a group activity slightly less than half the time. 

5. Teachers should provide beginning writers with opportunities to 
dictate their discourse once or twice each course. 

6. Teachers should always encourage students to erase, cross out, 
cut and paste all but their final drafts. 

7. Teachers should encourage students to write more than one draft 
in which successive drafts include, when necessary, major revisions for 
all but one or two assignments. 

8. Teachers should not use an error count or discourse analysis to 
assess student compositions more than 5% of the time for each method of 
evaluation. 

9. Teachers should allow students to write for themselves about 15% 
of the time. 



18 



4 

Postsecondary Level 

1. Teachers should engage students in rehearsal experiences all but 
once or twice each course. 

2. Teachers should not require students to write a formal outline 
more than once or twice each course. 

3. Teacfiers should require r st"ud"elits~to~k6ep a journal for a~si^~to 
eight-week period for all but one or two courses. 

4. Teachers should provide students with opportunities to write a 
composition as a group activity slightly less than half the time. 

5. Teachers should provide beginning writers with opportunities to 
dictate their discburse once or twice each course. 

6. Teachers should always encourage students to erase, cross out, 
cut and paste all but their final drafts. 

7. Teachers should always encourage students to write more than one 
draft of a composition in which successive drafts include, when necessary, 
major revisions. 

8. Teachers should assign lessons in sentence combining, slotting, 
etc., several times a course. 

9. Teachers should not assess compositions using an error count or 
a discourse analysis more than 5% of the time. 
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Table 2 

Items in Which Significant Differences Exist Between Grade Levels 



Mean 





Item 


Grade 


n 


c r\ 


Mean 


rairwisc 

Difference 


1. 


Engaging students in 


PR 


72 


.64 


5.69 


.63** 




rehearsal experiences. 


DC 


7 0 


1 97 
1 .LI 


D .UD 




3. 


Requiring stuoents to 


DD 

rK 


1 A 


.0/ 


• oD 


• DD 




write a formal outline. 


SE 


74 


1.04 


.91 








PR 


74 


.87 


.35 


.76** 






DC 


1A 
IH 


i ^ i 


1 • 1 1 










/D 




• DO 


.33 






n c 

P5 


7C 

/b 


i a n 

1 .40 


1 11 






Encouraging students to 


PR 


» 72 


1 .91 


A 0£ 

4.36 


.52** 


write more than one draft 


MD 


/2 


1 AC 

1 .45 


A ClCl 

4.88 






in which successive drafts 














include, when necessary, 


PR 


72 


1.91 


4.36 


.95** 




major revisions. 


SE 


72 


1.04 


5.31 








PR 


72 


1.91 


4.36 


V \ 1.13** 






PS 


72 


.89 


5.49 








MD 


73 


1.45 


4.89 


.60** 






PS 


73 


.88 


5.49 




7. 


Encouraging students to 


PR 


72 


.88 


5.35 


1.18** 




write from their own, 


SE 


72 


1.30 


4.17 






experiences. 
















PR 


71 


.83 


5.36 


1.72** 






PS 


71 


1.54 


3.66 








MD 


73 


.94 


4.92 


.76** 






SE 


73 


1.29 


4.16 





(table continues) 
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Mean 

b Pairwise 
Item Grade n SD Mearf Difference 



MD 
PS 



SE— 

PS 



8. Assigning students to PR 
write about ideas with- SE 
out regard for length. 

PR 
PS 



10. Assigning students lessons PR 
sentence combining, slot- PS 
ting, etc. 

MD 

PS 



SE 
PS 



11a. Requiring students to PR 
write in the expressive SE 
mode. 

PR 
PS 



MD 
PS 



11c. Requiring students to PR 
write in the transactional/ SE 
functional mode. 

PR 
PS 

MD 
PS 



10 


09 


A QA 


1 97** 
1 • CI 


72 


1.53 


3.67 




73- 





4.88 


- .55** 


73 


1 .52 


3.66 




72 


1.38 


4.88 


.59** 


79 


1 .07 


A 90 




7 9 


1 9.Q 

1 *oo 


A QQ 


AO** 

.oy ~ 


72 


1.68 


4.19 




69 


1.55 


* 1.14 


.60** 


£0 

by 


1 .U4 


1 1A 




71 


1.32 


2.35 


.63** 


7 1 
/ i 


1 .03 


1 79 




71 


1 .03 


2.30 


.02** 


71 


1.04 


1.68 




71 


18.69 


47.61* 


19.30** 


/ 1 


1 O OA 

1 2 .84 


90 01V 




72 


18.75 


47.29* 


27.22** 


7*) 
It 


1 1 .0/ 


on ftiv 




72 


15.38 


37.57* 


17.78** 


72 


11.67 


19.79* 




71 


10.68 


10.99* 


14.29** 


71 


11.05 


25.28* 




72 


10.73 


11.18* 


23.40** 


72 


15.37 


34.58* 




72 


12.04 


18.75* 


16.11** 


72 


15.47 


34 .86* 





(table continues) 



Mean 

b c Pairwise 

Item Grade n SD Mean Difference 



lid. Requiring students to 

write in the transactional/ 
expn*ss1 ve~mode7~ 



PR 


71 


12.43 


12 


.97* 


13.37** 


SE 


71 


8.11 


26 


.34* 




PR 


72 


12.42 


13 


.14* 


17.14** 


PS 


72 


13.08 


30 


.28* 




MD 


72 


10.83 


19 


.24* 


10.90** 


-PS— 


-72— 


13.14 


30 


.14* 





12a. Assigning students to PR 
write for themselves. SE 

PR 
PS 



13. Assigning writing which PR 
uses literary works for SE 
students to read, 
analyze, and imitate. PR 

PS 

MD 

SE 



MD 
PS 



20. Providing opportunities PR 
for developing a compo- PS 
sition as a group 
activity. MD 

PS 



21. Providing beginning PR 
writers opportunities to MD 
dictate their discourse. 

PR 
SE 



63 


19.18 


28.75* 


10.42** 


63 


14.37 


18.33* 




63 


19.18 


28.75* 


15.18** 


63 


14.80 


13.57* 




72 


1 39 


1 .33 


.96** 


72 


1 .18 


2.29 




72 


1.39 


1 .33 


1 .20** 


72 


1 .39 


2.53 




73 


1.30 


1.79 


.54** 


73 


1 .24 


2.33 




73 


1.30 


1.79 


.77** 


73 


1.41 


2.56 




74 


1.55 


2.59 


1 .00** 


74 


1.43 


1 .59 




74 


1.41 


2.23 


.59** 


74 


1.46 


1 .64 




67 


1.79 


2.67 


.86** 


67 


1 .50 


1 .79 




67 


1.79 


2.67 


1 .33** 


67 


1.57 


. 1.34 





(table continues) 
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Mean 



Item 


Grade b 


n_ 


SD 


Mean c 


Pairwise 
Difference 




PR 


68 - 


- -1.82 - 


2.72 


— 1.65** 




PS 


68 


1.57 


1.16 






tin 

MD 


69 


1 .50 


1 .75 


.62** 




PS 


69 


1.57 


1 .13 




22 . Providing opportunities 


PR 


74 


1.49 


4.43 


.55** 


to read their compositions 


SE 


74 


1 .72 


3.88 




aloud to class. 














PR 


74 


1.49 


4.41 


.79** 




PS 


74 


1 88 


3.62 






MD 


74 


1.52 


4.31 


.67** 




PS 

1 W 


74 


1 88 


3.64 




23. Publishing or displaying 


PR 


72 


1 .39 


4.79 


.69** 


students 1 papers. 


SE 


72 


1.52 


4.10 






PR 


71 


1 .40 


4.79 


1 . 58** 




PS 


71 


2.02 


3.21 






MD 


73 


1 .36 


4.66 


.54** 




SE 


73 


1 .53 


4.12 






MD 


72 


1 .38 


4.65 


1 .40** 




PS 


72 


2.03 


3.25 






SE 


74 


1 .52 


4.11 


.89** 




PS 


74 


2.04 


3.22 




25b. Assessing compositions 


PR 


66 


30.61 


52.80% 


10.98** 


using holistic scoring. 


MD 


66 


26.91 


41.82% 






PR 


64 


30.80 


53.20% 


16.32** 




SE 


64 


23.76 


36.88% 






PR 


66 


30.61 


52.80% 


19.62** 




PS 


66 


26.29 


.. 33.18% 





a Signif icance was determined using a Tukey test. In addition, 
differences between mean scores needed to be greater than .5 in order to 
be considered significant for this study for practical purposes, since it 
is impossible to discern smaller differences in actual practice. 



D PR = grades 1-4; MD = grades 5-8; SE = grades 9-12; PS = postsecondary. 

c The mean is based on the following scale for all items except items 11, 
12, and 25, which are percentages: 

Qj= JJeyer — * 

1 = Only Once or Twice 

2 = Slightly Less Than Half the Time 

3 = Half the Time 

4 = Slightly More Than Half the Time 

5 = All But Once or Twice 

6 = Always 
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Table 3 

Mean Frequency Scores and Modes for Each Item at Four Grade Levels as 
Recommended by Authorities ' 



Item 3 Grade n Mean SD Mode 



. I • 


engaging s tuaents in re nerrsa I 


DD 

rK 


16 


5. 


C 7 

6/ 




.64 


6 




experiences . 


MD 


70 


5. 


EM 




. 77 


. 6 






rr 
0 L 


" 16 


r 

b. 


or 
CD 


1 


.U4 


6 






PS 


86 


4. 


98 


1 


-36 


6 


O 

c . 


Allowing students to select 


DD 

rK 


7 1 


4. 


07 

67 


'1 


07 
.37 


5 




tncir own topics. 


rlU 


7T 




0 Q 
CO 


1 


in 
. 1 C 


r 
0 






rr 

bh 


7"3 

16 


4. 


1 H 


1 


• 1 6 


r 
0 






PS 


86 


4. 


08 


1 


.28 


' 5 




Kecjuinng students to write s 


DD 

rK 


/ D 


■ 


ob 




. ob 


O 




Torma 1 out 1 1 ne . 


Mn 


/D 


• 


rr 
DO 




no 
. 03 


n 
O 






rr 
OL 


/ D 




on 

yu 


1 


. 0 0 


1 






D C 


OO 

. 00 


1 . 


Ob 


1 




1 


4. 


Encouraging students to erase, 


PR 


74 


5. 


89 




.71 


6 




cross out, cut and paste all 


MD 


74 


5. 


96 




.20 


- 6 




but their final drafts. 


SE 


75 


5. 


91 




.41" 


6 






PS 


88 


5. 


84 




.74 


6 


5. 


Encouraging students to write 


PR 


72 


4. 


36 


1 


.91 


6 




more than one draft in which 


MD 


73 


4. 


89 


1 


.45 


6 




successive drafts include, when 


- SE 


76 


5. 


28 


1 


.07 


6 




necessary, major revisions. 


PS 


89 


5. 


49 




.89 


6 


6. 


Assigning writing activities for 


PR 


68 


4. 


40 


1 


.63 


~ 6 




increasing fluency. 


MD 


67 


4. 


27 


1 


.70 


6 






SE 


69 


4. 


07 


1 


.83- 


6 






PS 


82 


3. 


73 


2 


.06 


6 


' 7. 


Encouraging students to write 


PR 


73 


5. 


32 




.91 


6 




from their own experiences. 


MD 


73 


4. 


92 




.94 


5 






SE 


74 


4. 


19 


1 


.30 


4 






PS 


85 


3. 


60 


1 


.48 


4 



(table continues 
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Item 1 


a ^ 


Grade b 


n 


Mean 


• in 


Modf 


Q 

O • 


Mb b 1 y 111 liy bLUUcilLb LU Wi I.Lc 


pp 

r K 


70 


A QD 
*♦ • CO 




b 




auuu l l Ucab w i Lfiuu l rcy aru iur 


Mn 

FID 


70 


A CA 


1 OC 


r 
•D 




length* 


SE' 


74 


4.32 


1.39 


5 






PS 


87 


4.18 


1.72 


6 


q 


Pan 1 1 *i it *i n n c + iiHonTc + n boon 
r\ctjU If 1 liy b LUUcll Lb LU Keep 


pp 


79 


A CD 
*t . OO 


9 ^1 


b 




juurnaii>. 


Mn 

nu 


7A 


0. oU 


1 01 

i * y i 


b 






SE 


75 


5.31 


1,90 


6 






PS 


88 


4.89 ' 


'2.30 


6 


10 


rib ~> i y M i ny b luuci iL^ i ebburib in 


PP 

r K 


/ 1 


9 1 A 


i c£ 

1 • DP. 






jcii LwiiLc uuiiiu i n i n y f biULLiny s 


Mn 


79 * 


9 OG 


1 *3l * 

1 . o 1 • 


A 
H 




etc.. 


SE 


72 


2.29 


1.03 


2 






PS ■ 


86 


1 .64 


"1.02 


1 


1 1 a 


i\Ctj U 1 i 1 M y b LUUcI ILb LU WilLc HI 


PP 

rK 


79 
/ c 


A7 90 


1 Q 7C 
l o. /D 


CD 

bu 




Lilt: CAjJicbblVc IIIULlc. 


Mn 


79 


07 C7 


1 0 • Jo 








SE 


73 


27.67 


13.26 


20 






PS 


86 


18.90 


11.94 


' 20 


Ilk 

1 1 U • 


Kc^Uirifiy bLUUcNLb LU WTlLc 111 


PP 

rK 


79 
/ c 


on qo 


1 / cl 






lrs pucLiL muue. 


Mn 

nu 


79 

1 C , 


9C Q1 
(CD. O 1 


1 9 90 


9 C 






SE 


73 


20.34 


8.47 


20 






PS 


■86 


13.95 


10^09 


10 


1 1 r 

ML. 


Damn n nn c + nn'ant c *t*n unri+a "in 

r\-Ljuiriiiy bLuucriLb lu wr i ie in 


PP 

r K 


79 


11 ID 
1 1 • 1 O 


in 7*3 > 
1 U. / 6 


i n 
1 U 




Lne LranSaCLi una 1 /Tunc l 1 una 1 


nlJ 


79 
1 C 


1 O 7CL 

1 o. /tr 


1 9 CiA 


on 




mode . 


SE 


73 


26.30 


12.67 


25 






• p 5 


86 


35.70 


16.47. 


30 


1 1 u » 


KcCju i ring s Luuen ls lo wn-is i n 


dd' 
rK 


79 

' V 






i n 
1 U 




tne ira nsaCLiona i /exp re s s i ve 


hU 


79 
It 


1 0 OA 


I U • Oj 


on 
cu 




mode. 


SE 


73 


J 26.23 


8.03 


25 






PS 


86 


30.87 


14.21 


30 


1 LC» 


Arc "I'n n *i t>n c + iirl.an+c + n \.f 4 + a -f n v» 

Mbbiyniny bLuucriLb lu wr iLe tut 


PD 
rK 


D4 


9Q CO 


1 0 CiA 


on 
^ cu 




Lnems e i vc) s • 


vn 

nu 


DD 


90 HQ 

cj» Uo 


1 *t . bb 


9n 
cu 




a 


SE 


66 


17.65 


14.42 


20 






PS 


78 


12.82 


14.13 


10 


1 ?K 


Mb b lyniny bLuaenLb lu wriLe Tor 


DD 
r K 


DH 




: 1 0 71 
1 J. / 1 


on 




Lflc 1 r Uccrb • 


Mn 


cc 
DD 




11 QO 


9n 
cu 






c r 
0 t 


DD 


oo no 


1 1 no 


on 
cu 






PS 


78 


19.94 


14.47 


20 


12c. 


Assigning students to write for 


PR 


65 


15.08 


10.84 


20 




e known outside audience* 


KD 


65 


18.23 


9-58 


20 






SE* 


66 


18.64 


11.52 


20 






PS 


78 


20. S3 


14.78 


20 



(table continues) 
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Item* 



1 2d. Assigning students to write for 
an unknown outside audience. 



12e. Assigning students to write for 
teacher as ev/aluator. 



12f. Assigning students to write for 
the teacher in a role other 
than evaluator. 



13. Assigning writing which uses 
^literary works for students to 
^ead, analyze, and imitate. 



14. Relating composition assignments 
to units of study in content 
areas. c 



15. Relating composition' assignments 
to units of study in the other 
language arts. 



16a. Assigning students lessons in 
punctuation, spelling, and 
vocabulary from their own 
comporitions. 

t 

16b. Assigning students lessons in 
punctuation, spelling,, and 
vocabulary from textbooks. 

V 

17. Conduciting teacher/peer 
conferences during drafts. 



]8jl. Conducting jteacher/p^er 

conferences between drafts. 



Grade 




Mean 


SD 


Mode 










S. 












PR 


65 


6.15 


9.50 


0 


MD 


65 


9.31 


9.64 


0 


SE 


66 


14.62 - 


9.78 


10 


rj 


/ 0 


1 o . c \ 

% 


1 ^ AG 
\ <3. HO 


?n 

C\J 


PR 


66 


7.96 


9.32 


10 


MD 


66 


11.74 


9.26 


10 


SE 


67 


15.82 


12.39 


10 


rj 


/o 




1Q QQ 


?n 

C\J 


PR 


65 


14.08 


15.05 


0 


MD 


65 


11.46 


13.91 


10 


SE 


66 


11 .06 


14.18 


10 


DC 


7D 

. /o 


in 7i 
1 U . / 1 


1 A £A 


u 


PR 


72 


1.30 


1.39 


1 


MD 


73 


1 .80 


1.30 


1 


SE 


74 


2.30 


1.24 


2 


DC 


DC 

ob 


0 C7 


1 AA 


1 
1 


PR 


73 


2.84 


1.56 


2 


MD 


73 


3.07 


1.42 


3 


SE 


73 


2.95 


■ 1.44 


4 


D C 


DC 

ob 


c . yb 


1 CC 


A 

H 


PR 


73 


3.74 


1.95. 


6 , 


MD 


73 


3.78 


1.77 


6 


SE 


73 


3.64 


1.69 


3 


DC 
ro 


op 


o cn 


1 . j*f 


A 
H 


PR' 


73 


76.78 


23.59 


100 


M[; 


73 


74.32 


23.78 


80 


SE 


74 


73.51 


24.30 


90 


DC 


0 1 

0/ 




On O-Q 
CO. CO 


i nn 
1 uu 


PR 


74 


20.74 


21.32- 


0' 


* MD 


73 


22.12 


19.98 


" 0 


SE 


74 


22.97 


20.79 


10 


DC 

ri 


Q 7 


i 7 on 


.9n 71 


n 
u 


PR 


74 


4.71 


1.55 


6 


MD 


75 


4.73 


1.38 


6 


SE 


76 


4.59 


1.53 


6 


PS 


88 


4.33 


1 .<84 


6 


PR 


73 


4.52 


1.79 


6 


MD 


75 ~ 


4.64 


1 .59 


6 


SE 


75 


4.54 


1.65 


6 


- PS 


88 


.4.52 


1.68 


6 



• (table continues) 
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1 Lem 


t 


brace 


n 


Mean 


cn 
jU 


node 


19. 


Using small ,°peer group 


PR 


75 


3.96 


1.70 


5 




conferencing to provide 


MD 


74 


4.31 


1.45 


5 




feedback . 


it 


/D 


A 90 


1 A "3 


r 
D 






PS 


88 


4.23 


1.64 


5 


20. 


Providing opportunities for 


PR 


75 


2.64 


1.59 


1 




developing a" composition as a 


MD 


75 


2.28 


1 .46 


1 




group activity. 


b.t 


/ 0 


1 QQ 


1 A Q 
1 . HO 


I 






PS 


88 


1.59 


1.48 


1 


21. 


Providing beginning writers 


PR 


7i 


2: 83 


1.87 


1 




opportunities to dictate their 


MD 


69 


1.75 


1.50 


1 




discourse. 


SE 


7U 


1 .30 


1 . bb 


I 






PS 


. 83 


1.00 


1.47 


0 


22. 


Providing opportunities to read 


PR 


75 


4.41 


1.49 


6 




compositions aloud to class. 


MD 


75 


4.32 


1.51 


6 




SE 


76 


3.87 


1 to 

1 . 1 L 


o 
C 






PS 


88 


3.57 


1.82 


2 


23. 


Publishing or displaying 


PR 


72 


4.79 


1.39 


6 




students' papers. 


MD 


73 


4.66 


1.37 


6 






c r 


7b 


A 11 


1 . b 1 


6 






PS 


86 


3.11 


2.07 


1 


24. 


Teachers sharing their writing. 


PR 


72 


3.60 


2.13 


5 






MD 


74 


3.57 


2.04 


6 








1A 


O . JO 


9 m 

L . U 1 


C 

O 






PS 


86 


3.09 


2.08 


l 


25a. 


Assessing compositions using 


PR 


65 


5.46 


18.08 


0 




an error count. 


MD 


67 


4.70 


13.92 


9 






SE 


67 


4.70 


13.81 


0 






PS 


81 


4.32 


12.72 


0 


25b. 


Assessing compositions using 


PR 


66 


52.80 


30.61 


50 




hoi istic scoring. 


MD 


68 


41.47 


26.81 


50 






SE 


67 


35.97 


23.87 


50 






PS 


82 


35.97 


.23.87 


50 



25c. Assessing compositions using 


PR 


65 


25, 


.23 


21. 


,64 


0 


primary trait analysis. 


MD 


67 


27. 


,09 


20, 


.89 


20 




SE 


66 


27. 


,42 


20, 


.59 


30 




PS 


80 


26, 


.19 


21, 


.34 


20 



25d. Assessing compositions using 


PR 


64 


8, 


.91 


12. 


.52 


0 


analytic scoring. 


MD 


67 


15, 


.30 


14. 


,97 


0 




SE 


66 


21, 


.06 


20. 


,61 


20 




PS 


80 


21, 


.13 


22. 


,39 


0 



(table continues) 
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Item 3 


6rade b 


_n 


Mean 


12 


Mode 


25e, Assessing compositions using 


PR 


64 


7.73 


14.69 


0 


discourse analysis. 


MD 


67 


10.75 


14.73 


0 


' SE 


67 


11.57 


13.06 


0 




PS 


80 


14.88 


18.59 


0 


26. Assessing compositions to be 


PR 


73 


5.15 


1.57 


6 


graded after students revise at 


MD 


75 


5.24 


1.35 


6 


least one draft. 


SE 


76 


5.30 


1.17 


6 




PS 


87 


5.18 


1.31 


6 



Descriptions of items have been shortened. 

PR = grades 1-4; MD = grades 5-8; SE = grades 9-12; PS = postsecondary. 
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Table 4 

Description of Responses to Each Item in the Instrument 

I tern 1 : Engaging students in rehearsal experiences (e.g., 
brief writi ng exerci ses, free writi ng, di s cuss ions , 
research, reading, field trips, planning) to prepare for 
each-major composition assignment.* 

Respondents appear to suggest that the method should be used 

almost always at the lower grade, levels and with only one or two 

exceptions at the higher levels. The frequency decreases as the grade 

levels increase. Though the recommended frequency at the 

postsecondary level is significantly different from that at both the 

primary and middle levels, the difference is not great. 

Item 2 : Allowi ng students to select their own topi cs on 
which they write major composition assignments. 

The responses appear to indicate that students at all levels 

should be able to select their own topics much of the time. Comments 

appear to indicate that most respondents favor the method only when 

tne teacher is able to select the umbrella topic and the students make 

their own selection of a subtopic within the umbrella. 

Item 3 : Requiring students to write a formal outline rather 
th an permi tti ng them to explore what they have to say 
through a series of drafts for major transactional 
composition assignments.* 

Respondents appear to suggest that the method almost never be 
used at the lower grade levels and be used only once on the upper 
levels. The frequency increases as. grade levels increase. Though the 



*The responses to this item meet the criteria for establishing a norm 
for at least one _ grade level and can be considered to represent 
tentative norm for the frequency with which the method should be used 

Tt~ tira t~i~e : : . 
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recommended frequency at the postsecondary level differs significantly 
from that of both the primary and middle levels, the difference is not 
great. 

Item 4 : Encouraging students to erase, cross out, insert, 
cut and paste all but their final drafts for major 
composition assignments.* 

There is more agreement among respondents on this method than on 

any other. The method also received the highest mean frequency across 

grade levels. Over 90% of the respondents agree on the single rating 

of "always" for all grade levels. 

Item 5 : Encouraging students to write more than one draft 
of a major composition assignment in which successive drafts 
include, when necessary, major revisions, such as changes in 
voice, tone, point of view, or organization of sections or 
paragraphs in addition to correcting vocabulary, usage, 
syntax, and mechanical errors to rewriting legibly.* 

Respondents appear to be suggesting that the method be used 

slightly more than half the time at the primary level, moving toward 

all but once or twice in the middle grades, and progressing close to 

always by the postsecondary level. Criteria for establishing a norm 

are met on three—middle, secondary, and postsecondary— out of the 

four grade levels. This is one of the few items in which the 

frequency' at the elementary level differs significantly from that of 

the middle level as well as from that of the secondary, and 

postsecondary levels, though the differences are not great* In 

addition, the frequency at the middle level differs significantly from 

that of the postsecondary level, though again the difference is not 

great. 

Item 6 : Assigning students writing activities for 
increasing fluency (e.g., free ^writing in which the student 
writes about anythTng — for a— 5-; to lO-minute period without 
stopping, brief writing, activities" of approximately 5 to 10 
mi nu tes . 



31 



The authorities appear split concerning this method. While 

one-third of the population perceive the method should be used less 

than half the time, about one-half perceive the method should be used 

close to always. The mean frequency for the first group increases 

with an increase in grade level, with significant differences 

indicated between the primary and postsecondary and between the middle 

and postsecondary levels. The mean frequency for the second group 

remains approximately the same across grade levels. Comments on this 

item may shed some light on the discrepancy in agreement as well as 

the decrease -in "the frequency between the lower and upper grade 

levels. Most comments concern respondents 1 belief that the use of the 

method should depend on the individual student's development, implying 

that as students develop, as manifested in their movement up the 

grades, they become increasingly fluent and have less need for such 

activities-. However, one-half of the respondents appear to believe, 

as indicated by their response ratings of a 5 or a 6, that despite 

this development students need activities for fluency. 

Item 7: Encouraging students to write from their own 
experiences,* 

Wh'ile the responses meet the criteria for establishing a. norm at 
the lower grade levels, the responses do not meet these criteria at 
the upper levels. Though respondents seem to agree that- the method 
should be used all but once or twice on the primary and middle levels, 
they seem to be split between si ightly more and slightly less than- 
half on the upper le vel s. The mean frequency decreases wi th an 
increase in grade level, with the method used at the primary level all 
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but once or twice and declining to only about half the time at the 

postsecondary level . Significant differences are indicated between 

the primary and postsecondary le.vels. In addition, the item is one of 

the few in which the middle level differs significantly from the 

secondary as well as from the postsecondary levels, and in which the 

secondary level differs significantly from the postsecondary level. 

.Comments, on this item may explain some of the discrepancy in the 

agreement. Most comments are concerned with the definition of the 

word "experience, 11 which respondents appear to feel needs to. be 

expanded to include intellectual experiences, involving research, 

etc. Participants who did not apply this broad interpretation when 

responding to this item may have rated the use lower than those who 

did, believing that as students develop they need to be able to deal 

with abstract concepts as well as have less need of writing 

ego-centered discourse. Those who applied the broader definition may 

have rated the use of the method higher. 

I tern 8 : Assigning students to write about ideas without 
regard for length (communicating their thoughts in their 
entirety) rather than limiting them to expressing themselves 
according to a specific syntactic unit, such as a sentence 
or a paragraph in an effort to teach them what a sentence or 
a paragraph is (e.g., students would be assigned "Describe 
an animal you like" rather than "Write a sentence/paragraph 
describing an animal you like 11 ).* 

"The responses meet the criteria for establishing a norm only at 
the primary level. Participants indicate the method should be used 
almost always. However, at all other levels the population is spread 
from "half the time" to "always." The mean frequency decreases with 
grade level but the changes are not great, with only the primary level 
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__dllf^j^jig^gnvf4^rvt^- from the secondary and postsecondary levels. 
While about half the population appears to believe the method should 
be used at all grade levels all but once or twice, the spread of the 
other half of the population leaves the recommended frequency for this 
method open to question. / 

Item 9 ; Requiring students to keep journals for at least a 
6- to 8-week period each school year.* 

This item consists of only a 2-point scale, requiring the 

participants to respond with either a yes or no. Over 80% of the 

population agree that this method should be used at the primary level 

and 903; agree it should be used at all other levels. 

Item 10 ; Assigning students lessons in sentence combining, 
embedding, slotting, etc.* 

The responses meet the criteria for establishing a norm only at 
the postsecondary level. Authorities indicate the method should only 
be used somewhere between several times per course and several times 
per month. However, there appears to be virtually no agreement at the 
primary and middle levels, with the spread about even over the ent-ire 
range from "never" to "several times per week." By the secondary 
level, only a small percentage of the participants respond at either 
of the extremes, but are spread over the three middle ratings. 

The mean frequency decreases with the increase in grade level, 
with significant differences indicated between the primary and 
postsecondary levels and between the middle and postsecondary levels. 
In addition, a significant difference - * is indicated between the 
secondary and postsecondary levels. The spread on the item appears, to 
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reflect the amount of controversy appearing in tte journals over this 

method, with t;he participants having arrived at a conclusion 

concerni ng the method 1 s apparent 1 ack of eff ecti veness at the 

postsecondary level . 

Item 11 : Requiring students to write major composition 
assignments which are distributed among the four modes: (1) 
expressive—personal letters, journals, autobiographies, , 
personal narratives; (2) poetic— satires, plays, poems, 
biographies, descriptions; (3) transactional/f unctional — 
business letters, reports for decision-making purposes, news 
stories, directions, objecti ve expository prose, persuasive 
- prose; and (4) transactional/expressive— subjective 
expository prose, including essays and content area reports 
which incorporate a personal viewpoint.* 

The population appears to be in more disagreement concerning the 
frequency with which expressive and poetic discourse should be 
assigned at the primary level than at the upper levels. A little over 
half of the participants respond that expressive writing should 
comprise about 40% to 60% of the assignments, while a full 15% of the 
respondents suggest expressive writing should comprise only 25% .of the 
assignments. In regard to poetic writing, participants' responses 
range about evenly between 20% to 50%. However, responses meet the 
criteria for establi shing norms for transactional/f unctional and 
transactional/expressive writing,' indicating those modes should not be 
assigned more than 10% of the time. 

Cn the middle level, participants seem to have narrowed the range 
with which they perceive expressive and poetic writing being 
assigned. Two-thirds of the population recommend assigning expressive 
writing between 25% and 40% and poetic writing between 20% and 40%. 
At this level, however, the range in which they perceive the frequency 
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with which transactional /functional and transactional /expressive 
writing appears to increase, with about 80% of the population spread 
between recommending that the assignment of transactional/f unctional 
writing should be between 036 and 25% of the time and transactional/ 
expressive writing between 1036 and 25%, It would appear that 
respondents perceive that an equal amount of expressive and poetic 
writing should be assigned at this level, with whatever time is left 
over devoted to the two types of transactional writing. 

The range for assigning expressive writing at the secondary level 
is narrowed even further with responses meeting the criteria for 
establishing a norm. Authorities indicate that the mode should be 
assigned between 2036 and 3036. The range of assigning transactional/ 
expressive and transactional/f unctional writing also meets the 
criteria for establishing a norm, with authorities recommending 
between 2036 and 3036. Poetic writing appears to be the most 
questionable at this level, with 9036 of the participants' responses 
ranging from 1036 to 3036. It would appear that respondents perceive 
assigning transactional/f unctional and transactional /expressive 
writing about the same amount of time, with whatever small amount of 
time is left over devoted to poetic writing. The range for assigning 
each of the transactional modes also increases at this level, with 
"about 7036 of the population recommending assigning transactional/ 
functional writing between 2536 and 40* of the time and transactional/ 
expressive writing between 2036 and 4036. It seems that participants 
perceive the transactional modes should be assigned about twice as 

often as the expressive and poetic modes at this level. 

"\ 
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In, examining participants' responses to the various modes/ for 

each grade level, it appears that the frequency with which the 

expressive and poetic modes are taught decreases with an increase in 

grade level, with significant differences occurring between the 

primary level and the secondary and postsecondary levels and between 

the middle and postsecondary levels for both modes. Furthermore, the 

frequency with which both of the transactional modes are assigned 

increases with grade level, with significant differences also 

occurring between the primary level and the secondary and 

postsecondary levels and between the middle and postsecondary levels. 

Respondents appear to suggest that at the primary level 

expressive and poetic writing should be taught "about one-third of the 

time each, with the remaining time split between the two transactional 

modes. Furthermore, respondents indicate that the amount of time for 

the expressive and poetic modes should decrease and the amount of time 

for both types of transactional writing should increase with an 

increase in grade level, until by the postsecondary level the poetic 

and expressive modes are each taught about 15% of the time and the two 

transactional modes are each taught about one- third of the time. 

Jtem__12: Assigning students to write major composition 
assignments for a variety of audiences: (1) self; (2) peers; 
(3) known outside audience, e.g., parents; (4) unknown 
outside audience, e.g., employers, legislators; (5) teacher 
as evaluator; (6) teacher in a role other than evaluator, 
e.g., friend, writer.* 

The greatest ^spread among responses concerns participants' 
perceptions of the percentage of assignments in which students should 
write x for themselves and their peers.' At the primary level, the 



responses range from 10% to 50%. At the middle level, the range 
narrows slightly to between 10% and 40% for students to write for 
themselves and between 10% and 30% for students to write for their 
peers. 

The range in which participants respond that students should 
write for the teacher in a role other than evaluator. is from 0% to 20% 
of the assignments and remains the same for all four grade levels. 

Participants are in far more agreement as to the frequency with 
which students should write for a known outside audience, an unknown 
outside audience, and the teacher as evaluator. While pe 
participants' responses range from 0% to 20% at the primary level /for 
a known outside audience, the responses, meet the criteria /for 
establishing^ a norm at the middle and secondary levels* recommending 
between 10% and 20%. However, the range increases to 0% to 30% at the 
postsecondary level. Responses also meet the criteria for 
establishing a norm for assigning writing for an unknown outside 
audience, recommending between 0% and 10% at the primary and middle 
levels and between 10% and 20% at the secondary level. However, the 
spread at the postsecondary level increases sharply, to 0% and 30%. 
Responses meet the criteria for assigning writing to the teacher as 
evaluator, at the primary level recommending only between 0% and 10%. 
However, the range increases after this level, with responses ranging 
from 0% to 20% at the middle and secondary levels and from 0% to 30% 
at the postsecondary level. 

* In examining participants 1 responses to the various audiences for 
each grade level, it appears that the percentage of assignments in 
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which students are expected to write for themselves decreases to about 
10% with an increase in grade level, with significant differences 
occurring between the primary and the secondary and postsecondary 
levels. The percentages recommended for two other audiences remains 
about the same throughout the levels—writing for a known outside 
audience and writing for the teacher in a role . other than an 
e valuator. Participants recommend both should be assigned for about 
15% of the papers, respectively. Participants appear to recommend 
that the final two audiences, writing for an unknown outside audience 
and writing for the teacher as evaluator, should be assigned only 
about 5% of the time at the primary level but that the percentage in 
which these audiences are assigned should increase to close to 20% by 
the postsecondary level. 

It would appear that at the primary level respondents perceive 
students devoting about two-thirds of all assignments to writing for 
themselves and their peers, with slightly less than a third of the 
remaining assignments divided between writing for a known outside 
audience and for the teacher in a role other than that of an 
eyaluator. Respondents perceive only a very small number of 
assignments devoted to writing for. an unknown outside .audience and, for 
the teacher as evaluator. But by the postsecondary level respondents 
appear to perceive students dividing their time fairly equally between 
writing for their peers, writing for a known outside audience, writing 
for an unknown outside audience, .and writing for the teacher as 
evaluator, with the final' 20% divided betwfeen writing for themselves 
and writing for the^ teacher in a rolfe other than that of evaluator. 
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Item 13 : Assigning writing which uses literary works (e.g., 
novels, essays, technical reports, etc.) for students to 
read, analyze, and imitate in their own writing.* 

Responses meet the criteria for establishing a norm on the 
primary and middle levels, indicating the method should be used: only 
once or twice. However, there is disagreement at the^ secondary and 
postsecondary levels. The population at this level appears to be 
spread evenly between the ratings of "only once or twice" to "slightly 
more than half." Comments appear to indicate that the definition of 
the word "imitate" is unclear and the inclusion of technical reports, 
and essays as examples of literary works is questionable. 

The frequency increases with an increase in grade level, with a 
significant increase occurring between the primary level and the 
secondary and postsecondary. levels and between the middle level and 
the secondary and postsecondary levels. The results appear to provide 
means for interpreting the present literature which offers an 
ambiguous picture of how this- method should be used. Myers and Gray 
(1983) and Donovan and McClelland (1980) seem to imply that the method 
provides an entire framework within which writing can be taught, 
though both also suggest the method should .be used along with other 
methods. However, Eschholz (1980) and Gibson (1969) suggest the 
method simply serves as a device which teachers can use for helping 
students as they engage in the writing process. By using^the method 
students can discover solutions to their own composition problems by 
studying how professional authors solve similar problems, -and theycari 
discover how to write in a new style, to use a different form of 
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organization, or to employ different syntactic rhythms by studying 

what a professional author does. The results of the presepx survey, 

which indicate authorities recommend a low percentage of use, appear 

to reinforce Eschholz' and Gibson's concept of this method rather than 

Myers and Gray's or Donovan and HcClelland's. 

Item 14 : Relating major' composition assignments to units of 
study in content areas (e.g., social studies, science, math, 
physical education, literature). * 

Responses range across the scale at all grade levels. The 

results appear to contradict the present literature which seems to 

imply a need to provide a high level of integration between writirg 

and the content areas. It would appear that this item needs to be 

researched further. 

Item 15 : Relating major composition assignments to units of 
study in the other language arts (e.g., listening, reading, 
speaking, language, and literature). ' 

Responses are spread rather evenly and range from "only once or 

twice" to "always." The results appear to contradict the present 

literature which seems to imply a need to provide a high level of 

integration between writing and the other language arts. It would 

appear that this item needs to be researched further. 

Item 16 : Assigning students lessons in usage, punctuation, 
spel 1 ing, and vocabulary derived from students 1 own 
compositions and from exercises in textbooks.* 

Only at the postsecondarv level do responses meet the criteria 

for establishing a norm, indicating that students should use textbooks 

less than 10* of the time. The recommendations for the frequency with 

. . * _ 

which students 1 own compositions should be used range from 80%" to 
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100*. This 20-point spread is indicative for the three other levels. 
At all four levels a sizeable portion of the population, approximately 
15% at the primary, middle, and postsecondary levels and 25% at the 
secondary level, split from the majority and recommend significantly 
different percentages. This splinter group suggests the two methods 
be used on a 50/50 basis on the primary level, changing to a 60/40 
(students' own compositions/exercises from textbooks) basis at the 
middle level. At the secondary level this splinter group suggests 
increasing the amount of time students spend learning from their own 
compositions further to between 50% and 70% and decreasing the amount 
of time spent on exercises in textbooks to 30% to 50% of the time. 
However, the respective increases and decreases still do not bring the 
mean frequency ratings of this group to as high a percentage as those 
recommended by 7 the" majority. — FtnalTy;— at the postsecondary level, 
reversi ng its previous trend for i ncreasi ng the amount of time 

—students -spend learning frojn their own .compositions a nd decreasing the 
amount of time they spend usi ng textbooks, this spli nter -group- 
recommends dropping the amount of time students learn from their own 
compositions to between 40% and 50% and increasing the amount of time 
they learn from textbooks to between 50% and 60% of the time. 

There appear to be two schools of thought concerning 
participants 1 responses to this item. One group, the majority, seems 

, to believe that students should learn through their own compositions, 
about 80% ;;of ~ the: Jtime with., the other, _ 20% . supplemented by textbooks. 
The other group v/ould achieve a more balanced approach between the two 
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methods, using each equally at the primary level, then decreasing the 

use of textbooks to less than half the time and increasing the use of. 

students 1 own compositions to over half the time at the middle and 

secondary levels and, finally, decreasing the use of students 1 own 

compositions and increasing the use of textbooks back to half the time 

for each at the postsecondary level. The proposed mean frequencies of 

the first group appear to be congruent with present literature, but 

the proposed mean frequencies of the second group appear to reflect 

the schizophrenic viewpoint discussed in the overview of thic report. 

Item 17 : Conducting teacher and/or peer conferences during 
drafting of major composition assignments as a means of 
providing students with feedback* for use in revising what 
they have already written and/or what they are planning to 
write.* 

Responses for three—primary, middle, and secondary— of the four 
grade levels meet the criteria for establishing a norm. The frequency 
remains the same across r the three grade levels, with respondents 
suggesting that the me t h o d should be used almost always. One* third of 
the population, however, is* fairly evenly spread across the rest of 
the scale. At the postsecondary level there p> a definite split with 
61% of the participants responding between "all but once or twice" and 
"always" and' 22% of the population responding at the other end- 
between "only once or twice" and "slightly less than half." 

Item 18 : Conducting teacher and/or peer conferences between 
drafts as a means of providing students with feedback for 
use in revision of major compositions.* • 

Responses for three— primary, middle, and secondary— grade levels 

meet the criteria for establishing a norm. The frequency remains the 
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same across the three levels with respondents suggesting the method 

should be used almost always. One-third of the population is fairly 

fevenly spread across the rest of the scale. At the postsecondary 

level, a split occurs with 60% of the participants responding that the 

method should be used almost always, while 11% of the participants 

recommend the method be used "slightly less than half the time," 

Item 19 : Using small group, peer conferencing to provide 
students with feedback to each other on their compositions. 

The range of responses is spread about evenly at the primary, 

middle, and secondary levels from "half the time" to "always." At the 

postsecondary level there is a split with 11% suggesting the method 

should be used less than half the time, while 70% recommend it should 

be used more than half the time. The mean frequency is approximately 

t h e_s ame„f j)n_eac h_grade 1 ev.e3^rsJi.ght.ly^iiore^an_>ia-1-f,..__ 

item 20 : Providing students with opportunities to develop ,a 
composition as a group _acti vity.* 

Responses for three— middle, secondary, and postsecondary— grade 
levels meet the criteria for establishing a norm. At the primary 
level responses range from only once or twice to slightly more than 
half. The majority of the population suggests the activity should 
occur somewhere between only once or twice and slightly less than half 
at the primary, middle, and secondary levels and at the most once at 
the postsecondary level. 

The frequency decreases with an increase in grade level , with 
significant differences indicated between the primary level and the 
secondary and postsecondary levels and between the middle and 
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postsecondary levels. Respondents appear to suggest that the method 

should be used almost half the time at the primary level, declining to 

just about once or twice by the postsecondary level. 

Item 21 ; Providing beginning writers with opportunities to 
dictate their discourse, either to the "teacher, another 
student, or into a tape recorder, and then having someone 
transcribe the dictation onto the paper as a means of 
drafting, rather than requiring them to write out their 
■ discourse.* 

Responses at three— middle, secondary, and postsecondary— grade 
levels meet the criteria for establishing a norm. Respondents appear 
to suggest the method should be used slightly less than half the time 
at the primary level, declining to only once or twice at the 
postsecondary level. The frequency decreases as grade level 
increases, with significant differences indicated between the primary 
level and the middle, secondary, and postsecondary levels and between 
the middle and postsecondary levels. Respondents appear ±0— suggest 
that the method should be used slightly less than half the time at the 
primary le vel, declining to once once or twice at the postsecondary 
level . 

Item 22 : Providing the students with opportunities to read 
their completed papers aloud to the class or to a small 
group of peers. 

The majority of the responses at the primary level are spread 
from about "half the time" to "always." At the middle and secondary 
levels, the range expands to include "slightly less than half the 
time." At the postsecondary level a split occurs, with a little over 
half the participants responding more than half and a third of the 
participants responding less than half the time. Comments appear to 
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Indicate that time is a factor in determining the frequency for this 

i tem. It is possi bl e that respondents bel i eve as the grade 1 evel s 

increase the amount of time available for such. activity becomes less. 

Item 23 ; Publishing or displaying students' completed 
comp osi tions.* 

Only at the primary level did the responses meet the criteria for 

establishing a norm. At the middle and secondary levels the 

frequencies were spread from "half the time" to "always." As with the 

previous item, a spl it occurs at the postsecondary level , with 

one-third of the population suggesting the method should be used less 

than half the time. 

Item 24 : Writing, reading aloud, publishing, or displaying 
their (the teachers') own compositions with their students.' 

The respondents appear to be split into two groups: those who 

bel ieve the, method- shoul d be- used almost -always and -those-w ho __beliave T . 

it should be used less than half the time. The number of respondents 

in the first group decreases with an increase in grade level, while 



the number of persons in the second group increases with an increase 



in grade level. 



Item 25 : Assessing those major composition assignments that 
are to be graded by . using a variety of approaches: (1) error 
count , using the total number of errors to determine a score . 
or grade; (2) holistic scoring , providing a grade or scored 
based on an overal 1 impression of a piece; (3) primary trait - 
analysis , scoring a piece of discourse according to how well 
the writer has achieved certain previously designated goals 
related to the context of the piece; (4) analytic scoring , 
scoring various aspects ranging from creativity to 
mech ani cs, then total i ng the scores for each aspect to 
arrive at a score for the entire piece; (5) discourse 
analysis , providing a grade or score based on the cohesiveness 
or fluency of a piece . * 
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The greatest amount of di sagreement across grade levels, as 
evidenced by the large spread among scores across grade levels and the 
high standard deviation, appears to concern respondents' perceptions 
of the percentage " with which holistic scoring and primary trait 
analysis should be used. The range is from 0 to 100 with the highest 
percentage (19%) of participants responding to a single ' number at 
50%. • The scores are so spread out that there does not appear to be 
any way to interpret the responses logically. Responses are also 
spread for the use of analytic scoring, the majority of the population 
indicating between 0% and 30%. 

Responses which meet the criteria for establishing a norm are 
related to the use of an error count and of discourse analysis for 
evaluation purposes. 
ir _, z: . It, w 

used no more than 5% of the time to evaluate papers. Anal ytic scoring 
-md-^-s^itf^e^r^ limited to under 10% at the 

primary level. However, respondents appear to suggest that as grade 
levels increase there should be an increase in the use of these two 
types of evaluation, with analytic scoring being used as much as 20% 
on both the secondary and post secondary levels and discourse analysis 
being used 15% of the time at the postsecondary level. Significant 
differences were found between the primary level and the secondary and 
postsecondary levels concerned with analytic scoring. Because of the 
wide disparity concerning the use of holistic and primary trait 
analysis, it appears these are open to question and a recommendation 
cannot be provided. 
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The disparity over the use of: both holistic scoring and primary 



trait analysis seems to contradict the amount of emphasi s and 
encouragement which has been given to these two methods in the present 
literature, as well as the attention these methods have received at 
conferences at /which workshops have been prbVided to train teachers in 
these methods/\ Again, the percentages recommended for analytic 
scoring seem to ignore the ^amount of attention which has been given to 
Diederich's plan (1974) and the numerous adaptations of this plan by 
such educators as Kirby and Liner (1981). One might have expected 
that the percentages recommended for its use might have been greater, 
especially at the upper levels. 

The percentages recommended for using discourse analysis appear 
to reflect the amount of criticism which this method , has received 
within the last few years. The percentages recommended for error 



counts as a method of evaluation also reflect the amount of ~dTs regard 

which this method has had for the past three-quarters of a century. 

Item 26 : Assessing those major composition assignments that 
are to be graded after students ._have revised _at__least. j)ne ..- 
draft, rather than~ before they have had an opportunity to 
revise. 

Responses at all grade levels meet the criteria for establishing 
a norm. Respondents appear to suggest that the method should be used 



almost' always. — The~~frequency remains aoout Wo Tame" for all grade 
levels. 
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